NATO and the Cuban Crisis 


by Under Secreiury Bail! 


This conference Meets at arime when tie value 
ana streneth of the North Atlantic alliinee liave 
been severely tested. {In recent weeks the alliance 
has witnessed a major confrontation between the 
power and ageressive intentions of the Last and 
the strength and determination of the West. The 
immediate focus. as you all know, was a ( aribbhean 
js1and 90 miles off tha American coast. The cause 
was the effort of the Soviet Union to extend its 
offensive striking force against the Westen Hem- 
sphere by secretly introducing missile > and οτος 
ers into Cuba. 

This event, its implicatio is, and the events that 
may follow—for the Cubcn 2ffair is nut yet 
ended—all directly concern the Atlantic alliance. 
I propose this afternoon, therefore, te speak of 


_certain of the lessons for NATO tliat may prop- 
‘erly be derived from this experience. 


Lessons Drawn From Cuban Crisis 


For the past month T have been a member of ἃ 
small group in Washington created to advise 
Presic ent Kennedy on the developing problems of 
the Cuban crisis. That crisis has served τὸ set 
out in clear relief tle central significance of the 
Atlantic alliance and the interrelationship of the 
rooblem~ τ faces. Already it seems to me possible 
Ὃ dvaw from it three lessons—thiree preeepis that 
ce have all dimly rerceived in tne pust but which 
-merge with striking clarity from the evenis of 
Lae past month. 

First, it is clear more than it eve. was in the 
past that the Atlantic nations are in the Cuban 
crisis together—scs they must necessarily be in 
every major East-Wes. confrontation. 


: address made before the NATO .urliamertariags Con- 
ference at Paris on Nov. 16 (press reiease 018). 
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In one sense, to be sure, Cuba ts peculieriv a 
probiem of the Western Henusphere. But chere 
ean be no doubt whatever that the intrusion of 
nuclear weapons into chat un*ortunate small coun- 
try posed as much of a threat to Hurope as to 
America, These missiles were to have been tar- 
weted οἱἱ the strategic detevrent forces of the 
United S 2tes. In the last analysis the security 
of Europe ond America alike-—indeed of the whole 
free vorld —rests on the strength of that deterrent. 

It »ems clear enough from this that in re- 
movlug the oifensive threat from Cuba we were 
unquestionably acting 2s much in Europe’s inter- 
est, aS in our own. We are still acting in that 
common interest, and it would be wholly wrong to 
turn attention away from Cuba simply because the 
immediate danger of nuclear conilict seems to have 
been averted. 

The Cuban crisis, in other words, 15. stil] with 
us—with all of us. And we would be invo'ved 
together in any similar confrontation eisewhere in 
ia free world. This was the point Present 
Kennedy was making when, in his report to the 
Ameri.an peopie on the Cuban situation, he said :* 

Any hostile move anywhere iu .ne world against ihe 
safety and freedom of ;«oples t whom we ure com- 
mitted—including in purticnlar the brave people of West 
Rerlin—wili be met br whatever action is needed. 

The second lesson of Cuba 15 the wisdom—in- 
deed the necessity—of the measured response. 
There vere, of course, sever.) ways in which the 
United States and uther nations in our hemisplicre 
could hove reacted to the sudden disclosure of ἃ 
new and growing menace to the deterrent 
strength of the free οὐ, ἢ ες mosi direct and 
obvious way would hare been to eliminate the 
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offensive weapons by force—through a sudden air 
strike or an invasion. Such a response might 
have seemed clean, surgical, and definitive. We 
had ampie power ὦ achieve a decisive struke with 
& minimum of cost. 

But President Kennedy chose not to tike such 
action. He maue his decision with full awareness 
of the importance of what he was decidinzg—with 
full knowledge that it involved the interests not 
merely of the United States but of the whole free 
world. Ile chose instead a more limited re- 
sponse—i quarantine. interdicting the buildup of 
offensive weapons in C ιἰθα. Through that choice 
we could avoid resort tu an immediate use of force 
that might have led the United States and the 
Soviet Union, and with them their allies, up an 
ascending scale of violence. 

That choice aiso enabled the President to gain 
time—time to consult with our allies abou: the 
future steps we should take. time also to seek ἃ 
political solution. Lastly. it) enabled 
keep—and he still keeps—an optic. for further 
pressure if the situation should require it. 

In short, the President. applied ἃ doctrine of 
measure? choice and thereby minimized the risk 
of nuclear incineration. By establishing the 
quarantine he devel-ped an effective weapon, ἃ 
weapon with economic as well ἂς ἘΠ τ ἡ impli 
cations, that may usefully be inelided in the 
growing arsenal that provides for che free world 
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the widest spectral of response ty malitary andl 
political threats. 

The third lesson ΟἿ Col: 
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There ave those «i> suppose Chat the require. 
ments of speed and secrecy necessarily prechide 27] 
possibility of consileation. wey ore Wwrones, 
Time factors may render i difiertt to consult on 
every step in a swiftly developing situation; they 
may telescope the excaange of views at fioiments 
evisis, but thew shecid not impair the con- 
tintin oi the consultative process. 
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so that when the moment of crisis comes we wil] 
wll instinctively move along similar lines. 

The fact is that, τέ the nations of the allianca 
are to be wbhle to respond with the necessary de- 
cisiveness to the challenges ahead, we must be ablo 
to act on the basis of solid plunning directed ata 
great variety of contingencies. We are engaged 
in this planning in the case of Berlin—-working 
throush the North Atlantic Council and the quad- 
ripartite ambassadorial group in Washington. 
But I Lelieve we can make more progress. J think 
we can and should develop further the technique 
of contingency planning, applying it across the 
board to situations of danger confronting the 
alliance. 

For the peri! we face is a common peril that 
springs from a common source. It 15 Hterally 
true, as arucle 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty 
stipulates, that an attack at any point in the 
NATO area is an attack upon all of us. Not only 
is the peril common, but the response must be 
common; it must, in ἃ word, be an Atlantic 
response. And it is along that guideline—the 
meeting of common peril by a common, Atlantic 
response—that we must shape the NATO alliance. 


NATO’s Adjustment to Change 


Tt is no accident that the first major progress 
toward Atlantic unity came in the organization 
of military power, The danger to which the free 
states of the West were—and are—exposed is the 
ainssive threat of disciphned and agressive com- 
muaism,. wien commands one-third of the warld’s 
population. Any effective response to such 2 
threat mast be destgned on a commensurate scale. 
Thas it has all along been clear that even a united 
Western Envoape could not, by itself, mobilize suf- 
Helene pesourees to preside adequate security. 
Safety day in combining the raltrary power of 
Western Europe with the military power or the 
United States, 

This was the sittation that tivderkav fhe creas 
tion, Pvearsafier the war, ofthe Athinte slivnee, 
Tan the beginning what was povided uo der the 
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nology but equally to changes in the economic and 
political shape of world relationships. 

In the 15 venrs since the founding of NATO 
Nut ad sineie inch of European territory has come 
under Communist domination, The allianee has 
been inerens din membership and in geograpluc 
Tt Las kept pace with the rapid develop- 
ment of sophisticated weaponry. Jt has steadily 
augmented the strength at its command. Its in- 
stiiutions and staff have developed in capability 
and in confidence. The North Atlantic Council 
has come to funetion as a broad consultative 
oreann, treating, besides military questions. politi- 
‘al issues of the keenest importance and greatest 


SOO, 
: 


ATO has undergone 2 profound 
transformation inte ἃ major element in the Atlan- 
tic partnership. It has never been more signifi- 
cant than it is today. For NATO is, in the nih- 
tary field, what the Organization for Ecenomic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD) is be- 
coming in the economic field. It is nothing less 
than the structure within which the military aims 
of the partnership will take on form and 
substance. 


The Progress of Western Europe 


Paralleling the growth of the Ailantic defensive 
structure, we have seen the brilliant progress ct 
Western Europe, now a strong and prosperous 
community moving toward greater economic and 
political unity. This development has had a 
striking effect not oly within the alliance but 
indeed on the Soviet bloc and in t::e uncommitted 
world. It has revived Europe spiritually az well 
as economically. It promises still further insti- 
uuional growth that can provide new lessons in 
statecraft for the rest of the worid. 

It is, I am certain, apparent to us all *hat the 
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new Enrope has succeeded ently because i could 
evolve i an atuosphere of security. General 
Jiaaris) Norsted made that point eloquently in 
wn Americ Τ' Veterans 
Toivy when he caiphasized that fae great erowth 
ἢν {πὸ Burorenn economy refh ted the spirit of 
confidence miade possible by the North Atlantic 
Hance. Che ccononie niiracle of Europe during 
the past 10 years, in other words, could have de- 
veloped only behind the shicld of NATO. 

We in the United States have been deeply im- 
pressed by tho achievements of the European 
Economic Community. The lonely position of 
preponderance in the free world that we occupied 
at the end of the war was never congenis! to our 
tastes. Fron: the beginning we consistently en- 
couraged mensures for the integration of lourope, 
and we look forward ioday toa Eurepe more and 
jnore and mere prosperous, and 
speaking with a single voice on a widening area 
of subject matter. We welcome a Europe that 
can serve ag an equal partner with the United 
States in an Atlantic partnership. 

Yet, at the same time, we recognize thai the 
shift in the allocation of power represented by the 
advent of anew and strong Eurupe ΜῊ] inevitably 
cause some problems of adiustuent on both sides 
of the Atlantic. It wil necessitate some change 
not only in the attitudes but in the habits of both 
Americans and Europeons. 

For America, the development of a powerful 
European partner mean an 
effective voice for Europe in the councils of the 
Atlantic partnership, including the councils of the 
NATO alliance. Consultation united 
europe will be more natural, less cumbersome, and 
ve than consultation can possibly be 
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is bound to encompass an increasingly large range 
of political, economic, and military matters. And 
we on our cide, in phase with the new development 
will have το adjust 


the practice of consultation 


of the Eurepean community, 
ourown thinking and our habits. 

We are, of course, heartened by the disposition 
of the new und stronger Furope to play a larger 
part in the common defense. Since World War 
II we have at all times identi®ed our own security 
with the security of Western Europe. Indeed, so 
deep is our coniumitment thai se could not pOSssi- 
bly distinguish an attack upon Western Europe 
from an attack upon ourselves. 
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We maintain over 400,000 men in Europe, in- 
cluding the Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean. If 
dependents of these men ara added, we have about. 
700,000 people constantly i: Europe. We have 
made available over 20 tactical air squadrons. 
We maintain in place major stockpiles of nuclear 
and conventional weapons and a diversity of 
means of delivery. Given the size and character 
of the United States involvement in Europe, any 
netion that we might abandon our European com- 
mitment is destructive, chimerica!, and false. 

Yet, as much as anybody else, we understand 
that the present organization of the Atlantic alli- 
2nce is not perfect. As much as anybody vise. 
we understand that in the defense field, as in all 
others, we need the cross-fertilization of fruitful 
ideas. 

For defense in the nuciear age isnot simple. It 
is expensive; 1% is technically complex: it is some- 
thing relatively new in the world; and it is con- 
stantly changing because of the rapid rate of 
technological development. The fact that my 
own country, within a very short. period, has 
moved from reliance on massive retaliation to a 
search for the widest range of possible retaliatory 
measures is no accident of political fortune. It is 
an expression of the pace and the sweep of change 
that technology forces upon us. 

For in the field of modern defense there is no 
rece!ved wisdom, no tablets of the law, no copy- 
books, not even anv demonstrated military pre- 
cepts. On the contrary, modern strategy is 2 con- 
tinuous process of thought—e ceaseless franiing. 
testing, refining. and modifving of different 
hypotheses. In the United States this process of 
inner dialog goes on all the time and in many 
places. It is conducted in the military βία τα of 
the Defense Department. in exchanges between tlie 
Defense and State Departments, in the Coneress 
and its committees, in the researeh institutions and 
the universities, and in some organs of the press. 

-~ process of thought similar in scape and in- 
tensity 15 getting under way in Western Eurane. 
and, in that connestion, you, 25 members of par: 
laments, as links between peoples and vovern- 
You have the 
abiii.v to study the operations of gove.nment. 


Inents, have a special role to play. 


You have the power (ὁ ask hard questions and to 
elicit full and frank answors. 
cross section of public opinion, 


You serve as a 
You are, in other 
words, ideally placed to launch and to gnide the 
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strategic debate that seems to us the necessary] 
background to wise choice in security matters. 

For a wide range of strategic problems con-| 
fronts ns, and the answers are neither obvious nor| 
easy. Statesmen, as well as soldiers, must dea} 
with the problems of survival. You have 2 re- 
sponsibility to participate with your governments 
in defining the nature of the threat to Western | 
security and the steps that can best be taken to 
provide safety for us all without inviting destruc- 
tion. None of us can neglect these matters. But 
It is not enough: to consider solely the details of 
strategic planning; we must also ask ourselves con- 
stuntly whether we are contributing our fair share 
to the common defense, in terms of expenditures 
in relation to gross national product, in terms of 
Inaupower, ii terms of other national assets. 


There can be no more critical matters for parlia- - 


inentary consideration. 


Need for Effective Convertional Forces 


In the military field Europe shares with the 
United Siates responsibility for Western defense 
asa whole. [{ is our common duty to define the 
priority of needs. The most urgent need today 
is for the development of more effective conven- 
tional forces for NATO to complement the su- 
perior nuclear power already availabie to the 
alliance. 

Hopefully, the contingencies most apt to arise 
i the future are not those likely to call forth a 
massive nuclear exchange. We can certainly ex- 
pect localized political and military pressures, 
perhaps tot too unlike the recent challenge in 
Cuba. Those pressures can best be met—as that 
challenge has been met—vy whatever response i: 
appropriate, involving as it may the deployment 
and selective use of conventional innd, sea, and 
air forces. 

Challcnges may be presented at any one of a 
iumber of sensitive points. To meet them witit 
steady nerve, without alaruins, excursions, and 
wasteful deployment, we need stronger conven- 
tional forces than are now available. That is 
Why li is essential that a Furepe growing more 
powerful and mere unifie’ should make an in- 
creasing effert to further the buildup of conven- 
tional forces. The undertaking ef such a buildup 
is not only necessary as 2 military matter if NATO 
is fo have at its sommand the widest range of 


lnvasured response; it would have a positive and 


Gepariment of State Bulletin 


transforming effect on the European spirit. Τὶ 
would provide a critical increment of security and 
self-confidence that should give an even greater 
sense of assurance aie achievement to what we 
have come to call the “new Europe.” 

Tho strengthening of couvenitonal forces is, of 
course, eminently feasible. In population and 
gross maitional product, the NATO countries are 
more than a match for the Soviet Union and its 
Fast European satellites. NATO forces already 
dominate the sea. Our air strength is at least 
equal to that of the Soviet bioc. We do need more 
strength on the ground, not enly in terms of man- 
power buc in qualitative terms. We need more 
and better equipment and reserves of better quality 
and lugher mobility. he addit‘onal effort re- 
quired to make up these deficiencies can pay big 
dividends. ‘There Ix no reason why the NATO 
countries cannot niaintain in the NATO area con- 
ventional forces that are st least equal to those in 
Eastern Europe. 

Le’ me draw on the Cuban experience for an 
iustration. Why were we able to modulate and 
attune our responses so closely to the degree of our 
need? Surely it was because we had the ability 
.o deploy as required a very Jarge variety of land, 
sea, and air forces in the fashion necessary to ac- 
complish the task at hand. Because we had clear 
superiority of conventional forces, we were never 
confronted with the awful dilemma of having to 
utilize major nuclear weapons or to retreat from 
our objective. 

Tn the same way we must increase the spectrum 
of our military choices on the continent of Eu- 
rope. If we do so—always preserving intact the 
wtimate nuclear deterrent—-we increase our abil- 
ity to achieve the purposes of the alliance at the 
smallest risk of nuclear annihilation. 


curepe’s Role in Nuclear Defense 


At the same time I understand fully that, as 
Europe grows stronger and more unified, as it 
develops an increasing sense of its own mission, it 
Inay wish to play a larger rele in nuclear defense. 
From a strictly military standpoint, we do not 
feel that the alliance has an urgent need for a Eu- 
ropean nuclear contribution. But, should other 
NATO nations so desire. we are ready to give se- 
Ticus consideration to the creation of a genuinely 
Muitilateral medium-range ballistic missile force 
fully coordinated with the other deterrent forces 
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of the North Atlantic Treaty Grganization. 

ΠῚ» not for us—indeed. it would be cut of keep- 
ing with the spirit of the Atleptic partnership-~ 
to dictate how such a force should be manned, 
financed, or organized. Hut it isa proper respon- 
sibility of the United States, which dies had so 
much experience in the nuclear field, to make 
available to others our information and ideas with 
respect fo the characteristics and capabilities of a 
multilateral force. .And we are now in the process 
of doing so. 

In this connection one thing is clear. The 
faster Europe approaches unity, the more the na- 
tions of Europe hammer out common policies and 
common institutions, the easier it will be for us to 
work together as equal partners within the At- 
Jantic partnership, employing NATO as the mili- 
tary expression of that partnership to achieve the 
indivisibility of response—the indivisibility of 
command ard direction—ihat. is the indispensable 
element of an effective defense in this nuclear age. 


The Atlantic Partnership 


America, as you will see from what I have said 
looks to the Atlantic partnership with a grat 
sense of expectation. We envisage that partner- 
ship developing 2° framework for useful address 
to all our common problems. If mutual self- 
interest is present—and it ὦ initely is—ve also 
believe that what Pericles said of the Ath snians is 
true of ourselves: A noble principle underlics our 
work. It is the principle of shared respons,hility. 
And we believe that the Atlantic nations act net 
only from self-interest but in the interest cf ali 
frea men, that the Atlantic partnership is the ex- 
pression of a nobie principie and a model for free 
men and free nations everywhere. 


